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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Charlotte D. Aheart appeals from the district court's order granting
summary judgment in favor of Sodexho Marriott Services, Inc., on
her claim for sexual harassment under Title VII and denying her
motion to amend her complaint. Viewing the evidence in the light
most favorable to Aheart, see Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477
U.S. 242, 255 (1986), we find that the district court properly found
that Marriott proved both elements of its affirmative defense to vicari-
ous liability established by Faragher v. City of Boca Raton, 524 U.S.
775 (1998), and Burlington Indus., Inc. v. Ellereth, 524 U.S. 742
(1998). Aheart also appeals from the denial of her motion to amend
her complaint to add a claim under the Montgomery County Human
Relations Act. In light of the dismissal of Aheart's federal claim, we
find no abuse of discretion in the district court's denial of her motion
to amend. See Foman v. Davis, 371 U.S. 178, 182 (1962).

Therefore, we affirm the order awarding summary judgment to
Marriott and denying Aheart's motion to amend her complaint. We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and argu-
ment would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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